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REMARKS 

Favorable rcconsidctadon of this sppHcotion is respectfully requested in view of die 
claim amendments and following rcmailcs. By virtue of the amendments above; claims 2, 4, 
7, and 11 have been amended Accordtngly, claims 1-13 arc currently pending In the present 
application, of which, claims 1, ?, and 11 are independent 

No new matter has been introduced by w^ of the claim amendment; entry thereof is 
therefore rcspectfially requested 

AllowabteSuhfGtit Matter 

The indication that claims 3 and 9 are objected to as bdng dependent upon a rqjcctcd 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form is noted with 
appreciation* 

It is believed that all of the pending claims arc allowable over the cited documents of 
record. Therefore, applicants have elected to not amend claitns 1 and 7 to indudc the 
features contained in allowable claims 3 and 9, respectively* 

Claim Objections 

Claims 2 and 4 were objected to for aUcgediy having an informality* Specifically, 
claims 2 and 4 were objected to because terms contained tiierein lacked antecedent basis. 
Claims 2 and 4 have been amended in minor respects to correct this tnlbrmality and the 
Examiner is therefore respectfully requested to withdraw the objection of claims 2 and 4* 
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Claim Rcieeaons Under 35 U.S.C. S102M 

The test for determining if a reference antidpatcs a claim, for puiposes of a rqfection 

' under 3S U.S.C § 1 02, is whether the reference discloses all the dements of the claimed 

combination, or the mechanical equivalents titcrcof ftmctioning m substantially the same way 

to produce wbstontially the same results* As noted by the Court of Appeals for the Fcdccal 

O'rcuit in Lindemam Maschinenfabrick GmbH v. American Hoist and Derrick Co., 221 

USPQ 48U 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984), in evaluating the suflRciency of an antidpation refjcction 

under 35 US.C § 102, the Court stated: 

Antidpation requires the presence in a single prior art reference 
disdosurc of each and every clement of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim. 

Thcrc&rc, if the dted re fer en ce does not disclose each and every element of the 
claimed invention, then the dtcd reference &ild to antidpate the claimed invention and, thus, 
the daimed invention is distinguishable over the cited reference* 

Claims 1, 2. 4-8, and 10-13 were refected under 3S U*S*C. § 1 02(e) as allegedly bdng 
ontidpated by U-S. Patent No, 6,483,537 to Mayer, Hi ct al (hereinafter ''Mv^ycf^. This 
rejection is resfpectiulty traversed because Mayer docs not disclose the claimed invention as 
set forth in independent claims 1, 7, 11, and fhdr depending claims* 

Claim 1 of the instant invention discloses a method for coirecting non-uniformi^ in 
luminance of an image generated by a projector and displayed obliquely on a screen. The 
projector has a plurality of pixels for use in generating images and each projector pixel 
subtends to a corresponding projected area on the screen. The projector pixd that subtends to 
the laE:gest projected area on tite screen is identified with a camera and a ratio between the 
projected area of cadi pixd and the largest projected area is determined. This mtio is 
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OTsanizcd into an attenuation anay that is used to modify the luminance infonnation of an 
input image to drive the projector. As a result of the modification, the image displayed on the 
screen is uni&mily luminescent. 

Claim 7 has been amended to include the feature that the luminance correction engine 
may be configured to determine arado between a projected area of each pixel and the largest 
projected area on the screen and oi^ganize the ratio determined for each pixel into an 
attenuation array. Similarly, claim 11 has been amended to include the feature that the means 
for calculating an attenuation army is eonngured to determine a ratio between a projected 
area of each pixel and the largest projected area on the screen. 

It is respectfully submitted that the Official Action has improperly rejected claims U 
7, and 1 1 based upon the disclosure contained in Mayer because M^cr fidls to disdosc each 
and every feature claimed in claims 1 , 7, and 1 1 • For instance, Mayer &ils lo disclose that a 
pixd that subtends to the largest projected area on the screen is identified^ that a ratio 
between the projected area of each pixel and the largest projected area is dctcmaincd, and tiiat 
the ratio determined for each pixel is otigani^ed into an attenuation array, as claimed in claim 
1 and amended claims 7 and 11. 

The Official Action alleges that Mayer discloses "means for identifying the projector 
pixel that subtends to the projected area on the screen^ and ^*means for organising the 
ratio determined for each pixel into an amy". More particularly, the OfBcial Action asserts 
that the camera 40 and the reference numeral 50, which refers to a "control computer which 
sequentially illuminates small portions of the projector image.*' (See column 4, lines 2-7), 
discloses the claimed **mcans &r identi^ing the projector pixel that subtoids to the largest 
projected area on the screen" and '^cans for organizing the ratio dete rmin ed for each pixel 



PA6E12/1S'RCVDAT10l14i200S 3:54:01 PM^^ 



0CT-ia-E005(FRr) 15:53 MflNNflVfl & KflNG, P. C. 



(FflX)703 880 5270 



P. 013/015 



PATENT Atty Docket No.: 2003 1006S-1 

AppScr.No.: 10/657,527 

into an array*\ Alfhough a faidy tenuous orgunient may be made that the camera 40 and the 
control computer SO of Mayer may be capable of pcrfonning the claimed functions^ there is 
appears to be no disclosure in Mayer of actually implementing the camera 40 and the control 
computer 50 to identify the projector pixel that subtends to the largest projected area on the 
screen. There further appears to be no disclosure in Mayer of determining a ratio between the 
projected area of each pixel and the largest projected area and of organising the ratio 
determined for each pixel into an attenuation array* 

In ftct, the OfHctal Action does not assert diat Mayer discloses that the projector pixel 
that subtends to die largest projected area on the screen is idisntilicd at all* The OfScsal 
Action also does not assert that a ratio between the projected area of each pixel and the 
largest projected area is detcrminDd. Moreover, the Official Action does not assert that the 
ratio determined ibr each pixel is organized into an attcnuadon array. It is respectfully 
submitted that the Official Action has failed to make these assertions because Mayer clearly 
&ils to disclose these features. 

In setting fordi the rejection of claims 1, 7, and 1 1, however, the Official Action 
merely asserts that Mayer discloses means (reference numerals 40 and 50) for performing 
these functions. Tt is, however, well established in patent law, that a reference that discloses a 
device diat could perform a particular iunction should not be construed as actually 
performing that function, unless such a disclosure is made in tiie reference. Thus» in this 
case, the disclosure in Mayer of a comt^ 40 and a computer 50 that could, for the sake of 
argument only, be employed to perform the above-identified daimcd features, is insufficient 
to conclude that diose dements actually do perfomi the claimed features. The omission in 
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Hoc Qffidal Acdon, therefbre, is clear evidence that liie rejection of claims 1, 7y and 1 1 is 
improper. 

AccorcUngly, It is respectfully submitted tiiat Mayer iails to at least disdose that fbc 
projector pixel Aat subtends to fhc largest projected BTCssL on the screen is identified, as 
claimed in claim 1 of the present invention. In addition^ Mayer fails to at least disclose a 
luminance correction engine configured to detemiine a ratio between a projected area of each 
pixel and the laigcst projected area on the screen, as claimed in claim 7, Moreover, Mayer 
fails to at least disclose that a means for calculating an attenuation array is configured to 
determine a mtio between the projected area of each pixel and the largest projected area on 
the screen to calculate the attenuation airay, as claimed in claim 11. As such, the OfBdal 
Action has &iled to establish that Mayer anticipates the claimed invention as set forUi in 
claims 1,7» and 11* 

The Examiner is therefore respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection of daims 
1,7, and U and to allow these claims. Chiims 2, 4-6, 8, 10, 12, and 13 are also allowable 
over Hie dted documents of record at least by virtue of thdr respective dcpendcndes upon 
allowsible claims 1, 7, and 1 1. Claims 2^ 4-6, 8, 10, 12, and 13 are also allowable over die 
dted documents for reasons in addition to their respective dcpendendes. 

For instance, Mayer fails to disclose that a homography that maps between a first 
coordinate i^stem rdative to a projcetor and a second coordinate system relative to the 
surface is generated and that the projector pixel that subtends to the largest projected area on 
the screen is based on the homogmphy as set ferth in claim 2 of the present invention. 
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Conelusion 



In light oftiie ibregoing, withdmwal of the rgections of record aad allowance of (bis 
application are earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the abovo-idcntificd 
application, please contact the underdgned at Che telephone number listed below. Please 
grant any required nctaisions of dme and charge any fees due in connection with this request 
to dqposit account no. 08-2025. 



Acspcctfiilly submitted, 



Dated: October 14,2005 




Timothy Kang 
Registration No.: 45,423 



ANNAVA & KANC, P.C 
8221 Old Courthouse Road 
Suite 104 



Vienna. VA 221 82 

(703)652-3817 

(703) 880-5270 (facsttnilc) 
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